From: Bill Hillman <billhillman@bilthilman.com>

Sent: tMonday. March 18, 2013 8:58 PM
To: Rep. Abercrombie, Catherine; zRepresentative Mike Alberts; Rep. Altobello, Emil;
' zRepresentative Fred Camillo; Senator Crisco; Rep. Cuevas, Victor; Rep. Dargan,
Stephen; Senator Hartley; zRepresentative Tony Hwang; Rep. Johnson, Susan; Sen.
Kelly, Kevin; Rep. Maroney, James; Rep. Megna, Robert; Rep. Riley, Emmett;
David.Rutiglano@housegop.ct.gov; zRepresentative Rob Sampson; Rep. Santiago,
Hilda; Rep. Wright, Christopher; INSTestimony

Cc zRepresentative Dan Carter; Sen. Boucher, Toni; Sen. McLachlan, Michael;
zRepresentative David Scribner
Subject: Testimony for the 3/19/2013 Public hearing for 6566

To the members if the Insurance and Real Estate Committee,
This is primarily directed to those among you who support 6656.

As we learn more about the Lanza case via information leaked at a recent police conference, it’s clear that a
determined and highly intelligent madman could have chosen other methods to wreak havoc. According to
the NY Daily News, (http://www.nhydailynews.com/news/national/lupica-lanza-plotted-massacre-years-
articie-1,1291408) Lanza’'s murderous act was years in meticulous planning. He even kept “score” as shown in
this observation:

“They don’t believe this was just a spreadsheet. They believe it was a score sheet,” he continued. “This was
the work of a video gamer, and that it was his intent to put his own name at the very top of that list, They
believe that he picked an elementary school because he felt it was a point of least resistance, where he could
rack up the greatest number of kills. That’s what {the Connecticut police) believe.”

Bills such as 6656 do not address the unique, rare and singular issue posed in the Lanza case.

In an earlier email, | gave several reasons why the raised bill 6656 should not move forward at this time. The
information now being “leaked” implies a most urgent need to stop and wait for all the facts of the Lanza case
to be disclosed. You are legislating in a vacuum, in addition to extreme disinformation and misinformation
about firearms which you have already heard and continue to propagate.

As to the matter of mandated insurance, have you considered the few insurable perils? First off, stop the
analogies to cars. Chances of an incurred liability through the common use of a vehicle have nothing to do
with the nature of firearms. The comparison is a logical fallacy and a red herring argument. Driving is a
privilege, bearing arms is a right.

Acts of war of any willful criminal act is an uninsurable peril. There’s no policy on this planet that could have or
would have “covered” Lanza. No insurance policy covers criminal activity. No insurance policy covers acts of
war. Personal liability coverage, under the best circumstances would be very limited in scope, and as many
firearms owners already have such coverage under a homeowner or umbrella policy, the incremental addition
does not justify such a mandate under threat of criminal prosecution!

What are the circumstances where a firearm could cause damages subject to a lawsuit?



We've already ruled out use of a firearm in the commission of any criminal act. That leaves accidents due to
lawful discharge.of a firearm at a range {indoor or outdoor}, hunting, negligent discharge or self defense.

Let's look at self defense. If a person is forced to discharge a weapon because they reasonably believed they
were in imminent danger in their home or business, or elsewhere after attempting retreat, and it was later
found that they were under such a threat, you have the power to simplify the situation.

Pass a law that says a criminal aggressor, successors or heirs have no right to sue for any damages or injury
caused by a defender exercising their right to self defense! No right to sue, so no liability, no peril to insure
against.

Other accidents | mentioned... they don’t make the news much do they except for the viral youtube of a cop
shooting himself in the leg teaching gun safety https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b02fDSAGkSs . Among
trained and permitted citizen owners, such incidents are exceedingly rare! It makes little sense to cause every
gun owner in the state to expend $500 to $1000 a year. With 200,000 FBI-vetted permit holders do the math.
It's a huge tax, and targets the wrong people. You are not solving the “Lanza” issue, you are not even close!
You might want to address the real issue of unsafe handling of firearms by law enforcement though. That's a
different issue.

Besides, just because a law says “get insured” does not mean any insurer will underwrite such insurance! It's
not for a private party to determine a citizen’s rights under the Second Amendment or Al Section 15 of the CT
Constitution. Are you prepared to force insurers not ta deny any gun-owning applicant? Are you prepared to
set premium caps and price controls?

Wait for the results of the investigation to be released, then reevaluate in light of facts. You owe your
constituents that much.

STOP! Don’t create laws without the facts.
Sincerely,
Bill Hillman

Bethel, CT 06801



